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Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia. 


No. 3661. 

Arthur D. King, Plaintiff in Error, 

vs. 

District of Columbia. 


1 In the Police Court of the District of Columbia, January 

Term, 1921. 

No. 630,939. 

District of Columbia 


vs. 

Daniel King. 

Information for Violations of Police Regulations. 

Be it remembered. That in the Police Court of the District of 
Columbia, at the City of Washington, in the said District, at the 
times hereinafter mentioned, the following papers were filed and pro¬ 
ceedings had in the above entitled cause, to wit: 

Jan. 13.—Information filed. 

Continuances to Jan. 19: 26: Feb. 2:9: Apl. 20: 23: 27. 
Apl. 26.—Agreed statements of facts filed. 

Apl. 27.—Judgment entered and fine of Forty dollars imposed, and 
in default to be committed to the Washington Asylum 
and Jail for Forty Days. 

Apl. 27.—Exceptions noted, and notice Writ of Error Court of 
Appeals. 

Apl. 27.—Bill of exceptions presented and filed. 

Apl. 29.—Bill of exceptions settled, signed, and sealed. 

May 23.—Appeal Bond fixed at $100. 

May 23.—Bond given. 

May 23.—Writ of error received from Court of Appeals. 

Copy of record received, and proceedings in this case together with 
writ of error transmitted to Court of Appeals in obedience to said writ. 

1—3661a 
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2 The District of Columbia, ss: 

In the Police Court of the District of Columbia, January Term, 

A. D., 1921. 

Francis H. Stephens, Esq., Corporation Counsel, by Thomas G. 
Walsh, Assistant Corporation Counsel, who for the District of Colum¬ 
bia prosecutes in this behalf in his proper person, comes here into 
Court, and causes the Court to be informed, and complains that 
Daniel King late of the District of Columbia aforesaid, on the 13th 
day of January in the year A. D. nineteen hundred and twenty-one 
in the District of Columbia aforesaid, and on M street, northwest, 
did then and there operate a certain automobile, without first having 
obtained a permit to do so; contrary to and in violation of the Police 
Regulations in such case made and provided, and constituting a law 
of the District of Columbia. 

FRANCIS H. STEPHENS, 

Corporation Counsel, 

By F. G. WALSH, 

Assistant Corporation Counsel. 

Personally appeared W. F. Sager this 13th day of January, A. D. 
1921, and made oath before me that the facts set forth in the fore¬ 
going information are true, and those stated upon information re¬ 
ceived he believes to be true. 

[Seal of Police Court of District of Columbia.] 

T. A. ADAMS, 

Deputy Clerk, Police Court of the District of Columbia. 

[Endorsed:] Col. 40. W 7. No. 630,939. Information. Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia vs. Daniel King. Wampler. Violations of police 
regulations. Witnesses: W. F. Sager, Officer. Apl. 27. 40-40. 
Jan. 19-26. 2/2/21. Feb. 9. Apl. 20-23-27. Apl. 26. Agreed 
statement of facts filed. 4/27. Exc. noted and N. writ of error, 
Court of Appeals. 4/27. Bill of exceptions presented and filed. 
4/29. Bill of exceptions settled, signed and sealed. May 23. Writ 
of error received from Court of Appeals. May 23. Appeal Bond 
fixed at $100. May 23. Bond Given. Copy of record and proceed¬ 
ings in this case together with writ of error transmitted to Court of 
Appeals in obedience to said writ. Filed Jan. 13, 1921. F. A. 
Sebring, Clerk. Police Court, D. C. 

3 District of Columbia, ss: 

In the Police Court of the District of Columbia. 

Case No. —. 

To the Major of Police of the District of Columbia, Greeting: 

Whereas, It appears by oath of one W. F. Sager that on the 13th 
day of January in the year of our Lord one thousand nine hundred 
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and twenty one in the District aforesaid and in the City of Washing¬ 
ton, one Daniel King on M Street Northwest did then and there oper¬ 
ate a certain Automobile, without first having obtained a permit to 
do so, contrary to and in violation of the Police Regulations in and 
for the District of Columbia. 

You are therefore hereby commanded to take the said Daniel King 
and bring him before the said Police Court forthwith to answer said 
charge. 

Witness, The Hon. Robert Hardison and the Hon. John P. Mc¬ 
Mahon, Judges of the Police Court of the District of Columbia, and 
seal of said Court this 13th day of January in the year of our Lord 
one thousand nine hundred and twenty one. 

[Seal of Police Court of District of Columbia.] 

T. W. B. DUCKWALL, 

Deputy Clerk Police Court, D. C. 



[Endorsed:] -40.00 Coll. 7 Precinct. 030,930. District of Co¬ 
lumbia vs. Daniel King. Warrant for violations of police regula¬ 
tions. Cepi: W. F. Sager, Jan. 13/1921. Witnesses: W. F. Sager. 

4 In the Police Court of the District of Columbia. 

At Law. 

No. 630,939. 

District of Columbia 
vs. 

Arthur D. King. 

Agreed /Statement of Facts. 

The defendant is charged with driving an automobile in the Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia without a driver’s permit. The permit to operate 
a motor vehicle in the District of Columbia, issued to the defendant, 
has been revoked. The defendant is a bona fide resident of the 
County of Alexandria in the State of Virginia, and owns his own 
home there, and has resided there for more than three years past. 
The machine the defendant was driving in the District of Columbia at 
the time of his arrest was owned by the defendant, had proper Vir¬ 
ginia license tags attached, which were issued to the defendant in 
accordance with the laws of the State of Virginia, and the defendant 
had in his possession and exhibited at the time of his arrest, a permit 
to operate a motor vehicle in the State of Virginia, such as the de¬ 
fendant was operating at the time of his arrest, duly issued by the 
proper authorities of the State of Virginia, and which was, at the 
time of his arrest, and is now, valid and unrevoked. 
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4 ARTHUR 1). KING VS. DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 

Between the authorities of the District of Columbia and the au¬ 
thorities of the State of Virginia, there is an agreement which was in 
effect at the time of the defendant’s arrest, and is in effect now, pro¬ 
viding that anyone legally entitled to operate a motor vehicle in the 
State of Virginia shall be entitled to operate such vehicle in the Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia, without having District of Columbia license tags, 
and without having a District of Columbia driver’s permit, so long as 
the Virginia authorities permit residents of the District of Columbia, 
legally entitled to operate motor vehicles there, to operate same 
within the State of Virginia, without Virginia license tags and 
without a Virginia driver’s permit. 

The Act of Congress approved March 3rd, 1917, provides as fol¬ 
lows: 

5 “Provided further, that motor vehicles, owned or operated 
by persons not legal residents of the District of Columbia, but 

who have complied with the laws of the State of their legal resi¬ 
dences, requiring registration of motor vehicles, or licensing of oper¬ 
ators thereof and the display of identification or registration numbers 
on such vehicles, and which identification numbers shall be dis¬ 
played on such motor vehicles, as provided by the laws and regula¬ 
tions of the District of Columbia, while used or operated within the 
District, shall not be required to be licensed or registered or bear 
their identification numbers under the laws and regulations of the 
District if the State in which the owner or operator of such motor 
vehicle has his legal residence extends the same privilege to the 
motor vehicles owned or operated by legal residents of the District of 
Columbia.” 

That the State of Virginia, in which the defendant has his legal 
residence, extends the same privilege to the motor vehicles owned or 
operated by legal residents of the District of Columbia. 

(Signed) F. M. MADIGAN, 

Corporation Counsel of the District of Columbia. 
(Signed) T M. WAMPLER, 

Attorney for the Defendant. 

[Endorsed:] Filed Apr. 26, 1921. F. A. Sebring, Clerk Police 
Court, D. C. 

6 In the Police Court of the District of Columbia. 

No. 630,939. 

District of Columbia 
vs. 

Arthur D. King. 

Bill of Exceptions. 

Be it remembered that this case came on for trial before the Police 
Court of the District of Columbia on the 26th day of April 1921, 
and the said case was tried, and was submitted to the Court for deter- 
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And now the defendant tenders this his bill of exceptions herein, 
and prays that the same may be signed, sealed, enrolled, and made 
a part of the record in this case, this 29 day of April 1921, nunc pro 
tunc, which is accordingly done. 

Given under my hand and seal this 29 day of April 1921. 

(Signed)* JOHN P. McMAHON, |seal.| 

Judge s of the Police Court of the District of Columbia. 

[Endorsed:] Filed Apr. 27, 1921. F. A. Sebring, Clerk Police 
Court, D. C. 

8 Recognizance. 

In the Police Court of the District of Columbia, the 23rd Day of 

May, A. D. 1921. 

The District of Columbia 
vs. 

Daniel King. 

On Writ of Error to the Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia. 

The defendant, and P. F. O’Connor surety, acknowledge them¬ 
selves to be indebted to the United States, District of Columbia, in 
the sum of One hundred dollars, lawful money of the United States, 
to be levied of their and each of their goods and chattels, land and 
tenements, upon condition, nevertheless, that whereas the said de¬ 
fendant was on the 27th day of April 1921, convicted in the Police 
Court of the District of Columbia of Driving without a Permit and 
it was thereupon adjudged by said Court that said defendant pay a 
fine of Forty Dollars, and, in default to be committed to the Wash¬ 
ington Asylum and Jail for the term of Forty days; and whereas 
the said defendant has taken exceptions to the rulings of the Court 
upon matters of law in said trial and having given notice in open 
court of his intention to apply for a writ of error to a justice of the 
Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia: Now, therefore, if 
said defendant shall, in the event of a denial of his application for 
said writ of error, within five days next after the expiration of ten 
days from the date hereof, appear in the Police Court and abide by 
and perform its judgments in the premises, and in the event of the 
granting of such writ of error he shall appear in the Court of Ap¬ 
peals of the District of Columbia and prosecute said write of error and 
abide by and perform its judgments in the premises, then this recog¬ 
nizance to be void and of no force. 

DANIEL KING. 

P. F. O’CONNOR. 


May 23rd. A. D. 1921. 

I certify that the above recognizance was acknowledged in open 
Court, the 23rd day of May, A. D. 1921: and that the sufficiency of 
said surety was approved by the Judges of said Police Court. 


ARTHUR D. KING VS. DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 

mination, upon an agreed statement of facts, which is in the words 
and figures following, to-wit: 

The defendant is charged with driving an automobile in the Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia without a driver’s permit. The permit to operate 
a motor vehicle in the District of Columbia, issued to the defendant, 
has been revoked. The defendant is a bona fide resident of the 
County of Alexandria, in the State of Virginia, and owns his 
home there, and has resided there for more than three years past. 
The machine the defendant was driving in the District of Columbia 
at the time of his arrest was owned by the defendant, had proper 
Virginia license tags attached, which were issued to the defendant 
in accordance with the laws of the State of Virginia, and the de¬ 
fendant had in his possession and exhibited at the time of his arrest, 
a permit to operate a motor vehicle in the State of Virginia, such as 
the defendant was operating at the time of his arrest, duly issued by 
the proper authorities of the State of Virginia, and which was, at 
the time of his arrest, and is now valid and unrevoked. 

Between the authorities of the District of Columbia and the au¬ 
thorities of the State of Virginia there is an agreement which was 
in effect at the time of his arrest, and is in effect now, providing that 
anyone legally entitled to operate a motor vehicle in the State of 
Virginia shall be entitled to operate such vehicle in the District of 
Columbia, without having District of Columbia license tags, and 
without having a District of Columbia driver’s permit, so long as the 
Virginia authorities permit residents of the District of Colum- 
7 bia, legally entitled to operate motor vehicles there, to operate 
same within the State of Virginia, without Virginia license 
tags, and without a Virginia driver’s permit. 

The Act of Congress, approved March 3rd, 1917, provides as fol¬ 
lows : 

“Provided further that motor vehicles, owned or operated by per¬ 
sons not legal residents of t he District of Columbia, but who have com¬ 
plied with the laws of the state of their legal residence, requiring 
registration of motor vehicles, or licensing of operators thereof, and 
the display of identification or registration numbers on such vehicles, 
and which identification numbers shall be displayed on such motor 
vehicles as provided by the laws and regulations of the District of 
Columbia, while used or operated within the District, shall not be 
required to be licensed or registered or bear their identification num¬ 
bers under the laws and regulations of the District, if the state in 
which the owner or operator of such motor vehicle has his legal resi¬ 
dence extends the same privilege to the motor vehicles owned or oper¬ 
ated by legal residents of the District of Columbia.” 

That the State of Virginia, in which the defendant has his legal 
residence, extends the same privilege to the motor vehicles owned 
or operated by legal residents of the District of Columbia. 

And the Court now certifies that the above case was tried, and judg¬ 
ment therein entered upon the above agreed statement of facts sub¬ 
mitted to the Court, and that no other evidence, other than the said 
agreed statement of facts was heard or considered by the Court. 
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Witness my hand and the seal of said Court. 

[Seal of Police Court of District of Columbia.] 

T. W. B. DUCKWALL, 

Deputy Clerk Police Court, District of Columbia . 

[Endorsed:] No. 630,939. Police Court, District of Columbia. 
Recognizance on Writ of Error to the Court of Appeals, D. C. Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia vs. Daniel King. $100.00. P. F. O’Connor, 
Surety. Taken the 23rd day of May, 1921. T. W. B. Duckwall, 
Deputy Clerk, Police Court, D. C. 

In the Police Court of the District of Columbia, 23rd Day of May, 

A. D. 1921. 

» 

P. F. O’Connor, being duly sworn, says that he is worth, over and 
above all his debts and liabilities, the sum of Fifty thousand dollars 
in unincumbered real estate, situated in the District of Columbia; 
that a part of the real property so owned by — is described as follows: 

-, and is worth the sum of — dollars; that — owns said property 

in fee simple, free and unincumbered by deed of trust, mortgage, 
judgment, or otherwise; that he is not surety nor responsible on sub¬ 
sisting bonds in the Police Court or the Supreme Court of the Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia to exceed in the aggregate the value of — unin¬ 
cumbered real estate. 

P. F. O’CONNOR. 

Witnesses: 


Subscribed and sworn to before me this 23rd dav of Mav, A. D. 
1921. 

[Seal of Police Court of District of Columbia.] 

T. W. B. DUCKWALL, 

Deputy Clerk Police Court, District of Columbia. 

9 United States of America, ss: 

The President of the United States to the Honorable John P. Mc¬ 
Mahon, Judge of the Police Court of the District of Columbia, 
Greeting: 

Because in the record and proceedings, as also in the rendition of 
the judgment of a plea which is in the said Police Court, before you, 
between District of Columbia, plaintiff, and Arthur D. King, de¬ 
fendant, Information No. 630,939, a manifest error hath happened, 
to the great damage of the said defendant, as by his complaint ap¬ 
pears. We being willing that error, if any hath been, should be 
duly corrected, and full and speedy justice done to the parties afore¬ 
said in this behalf, do command you, if judgment be therein given, 
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that then, under your seal, distinctly and openly, you send the 
record and proceedings aforesaid, with all things concerning the 
same, to the Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia, together 
with this writ, so that you have the same in the said Court of Ap¬ 
peals, at Washington, within 15 days from the date hereof, that the 
record and proceedings aforesaid being inspected, the said Court of 
Appeals may cause further to be done therein to correct that error, 
what of right and according to the laws and customs of the United 
States should be done. 

. Witness the Honorable Constantine J. Smyth, Chief Justice of the 
said Court of Appeals, the 23d day of May, in the year of our Lord 
one thousand nine hundred and twenty one. 

[Seal of Court of Appeals, District of Columbia.] 

HENRY W. HODGES, 

Clerk of the Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia. 

Allowed by 

CHARLES H. ROBB, 

Associate Justice of the Court of Appeals 
of the District of Columbia. 

[Endorsed:] Filed May 23, 1921. F. A. Sebring, Clerk Police 
Court, D. C. 

10 In the Police Court of the District of Columbia. 

District of Columbia, ss : 

I, F. A. Sebring, Clerk of the Police Court of the District of Colum¬ 
bia, do hereby certify that the foregoing pages, numbered from 1 
to 6 inclusive, to be true copies of originals in cause No. 630,939 
wherein the District of Columbia is plaintiff and Daniel King de¬ 
fendant, as the same remain upon the files and records of said Court. 

In testimony whereof T hereunto subscribe my name and affix the 
seal of said Court, the City of Washington, in said District, this 
27th day May, A. D. 1921. 

[Seal of Police Court of District of Columbia.] 

F. A. SEBRING, 

Clerk Police Court, Dist. of Columbia. 

Endorsed on cover: District of Columbia Police Court. No. 3661. 
Arthur D. King, plaintiff in error, vs. District of Columbia. Court 
of Appeals, District of Columbia. Filed May 27, 1921. Henry W. 

Hodges, clerk. 
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